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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
Examiner telephoned Dr. Mohan-Ram to explain that that rejection of claim 18 under under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Martinez et al., as set forth in the Office action mailed August 13, 2004, should not have been 
withdrawn, since although claim 18 recites that protein is detectable with the monoclonal antibody, the claim is drawn 
to a process that does not require the use of the antibody in one active step. For reasons of record, therefore, the 
claimed invention is obvious over Martinez et al. and consequently the rejection should not have been withdrawn. The 
Examiner and Dr. Mohan-Ram discussed possible remedies, ihcluding canceling claim 18. After conferring with the 
Applicant, Dr. Mohan-Ram authorized entry of an examiner's amendment by which claim 18 will be canceled and 
claims 13 and 30 will by amended to recite "by contacting the sample with the monoclonal antibody", as opposed to 
"by using the monclonal antibody" (claim 13) or "using at least one of [...]" (claim 30). . 



